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SUBJECT: HIGHLIGHTS: POST-MEETING DISCUSSIONS JULY 22, 1975 
(SALT TWO-685) 

1. ARTICLE X. TRUSOV (TO ROWNY, A-904) SAID THAT TO FAIL TO AGREE 

ON LIMITING OR BANNING NEW SYSTEMS WOULD BE LEAVING IMPORTANT CHAN- 
NELS OE THE ARMS RACE OPEN. HE SAID THAT BANS ON NEW SYSTEMS WOULD 
HAVE A DIRECT IMPACT ON THE LIMITATION OE CURRENT SYSTEMS. 

ROWNY REPLIED THAT THESE NEW SYSTEMS COULD BE DISCUSSED IN DUE 
COURSE, BUT FIRST THE SIDES SHOULD SPEAK TO THE MORE IMPORTANT 
ONES-THAT IS-THE CURRENT SYSTEMS. ROWNY REPEATED THAT 
THERE WERE A NUMBER OF WAYS IN WHICH THE EEFECT OF THE LIMITA- 
TIONS ON CURRENT SYSTEMS COULD BE NEGATED. FOR EXAMPLE: 

FAILURE TO AGREE ON THEDEFINITION OF A HEAVY MISSILE, FAILURE TO PUT 
A CAP ON THE GROWTH OF HEAVY ICBMS, FAILURE TO AGREE ON SILO 
DIMENSIONS, AND EAILURE TO RESTRICT RAPID FIRING OF SUCCESSIVE 
MISSILES FROM A SINGLE LAUNCHER. 

2. TRUSOV THEN MOVED TO BANS ON MISSILES ON "SEABEDS," SAYING 
THAT IT WOULD BE A RELATIVELY SIMPLE MATTER FOR BOTH SIDES TO 
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DEPLOY SUCH SYSTEMS DURING THE LIFE OF THE NEW AGREEMENT. HE 
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SAID THAT THE US HAD MADE STATEMENTS IN 1970 AND 1973 INDICATING 
A WILLINGNESS TO BAN SUCH SYSTEMS BUT THAT IN THIS SESSION WE 
HAD BEEN SILENT. WHY WERE WE REFUSING TO TALK ABOUT THESE SYSTEMS 
NOW? ROWNY REPEATED THAT HE WAS MORE INTERESTED IN TALKING 
ABOUT RESTRAINING CURRECT SYSTEMS FIRST, AND THAT ONCE THIS WAS 
DONE THERE WOULD BE AMPLE TIME TO DISCUSS WHAT FUTURE SYSTEMS 
MIGHT BE LIMITED. ROWNY SAID THAT AS FAR AS HE KNEW NEITHER SIDE 
HAD MORE THAN POSSIBLY PAPER STUDIES ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF SUCH 
WEAPONS SYSTEMS. TRUSOV SAID THAT IF IT WAS LOGICAL TO BAN THEM 
IN 1970 AND 1973 IT WAS LOGICAL TO BAN THEM NOW. ROWNY SAID 
THAT THE DISCUSSIONS ON BANNING CERTAIN SYSTEMS WERE MADE IN AN 
ATMOSPHERE OF HOPE THAT ALL SYSTEMS - PRESENT AND FUTURE - WOULD 
BE CONSTRAINED. HE ADDED THAT NOW THAT THE SOVIET SIDE WAS 
SHOWING LITTLE INTEREST IN CONSTRAINING PRESENT SYSTEMS, HE 
PERSONALLY FLET THAT THESE CURRENT ONES SHOULD HAVE 
A HIGHER PRIORITY IN OUR DISCUSSIONS. 

3. TRUSOV JUMPED OVER THE NEW TWO OF THEIR BANS AND ADDRESSED 
PLACING NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN ORBIT. HE ASKED ROWNY IF HE FELT THAT 
THIS SUBJECT TOO SHOULD AWAIT LATER DISCUSSION. ROWNY SAID THAT 
ON THESE SYSTEMS HE HAD A SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT ATTITUDE. IN LIGHT 
OF THE GREAT DESTABILIZING EFFECT WHICH PUTTING WEAPONS INTO 
ORBIT WOULD CAUSE, HE FELT IT WAS WORTH DIVERTING TIME FROM 
DISCUSSIONS OF CURRENT SYSTEMS TO TALK ABOUT THESE. TRUSOV 
ASKED IF ROWNY HAD ANY DIFFICULTY WITH THE SOVIET FORMULATION OF 
THIS PROVISION. ROWNY SAID HE WAS NOT PREPARED TODAY TO TALK 

TO IT IN DETAIL, THAT IN GENERAL HE AGREED WITH IT, BUT FELT 
THE PROVISION SHOULD BE BROADENED TO INCLUDE FRACTIONAL ORBIT 
BOMBARDMENT SYSTEMS. 

4. DEFINITIONS: ROWNY (TO TRUSOV, A-904) TURNED THE SUBJECT TO 
DEFINITIONS, SAYING THAT TO SET THE RECORD STRAIGHT HE WAS 
PREPARED TO TALK TO SEVERAL DEFINITIONS, AND ESPECIALLY THE MIRV 
DEFINITION. AFTER A SHORT BUT INCONCLUSIVE EXCHANGE, TRUSOV 
SAID THAT THE MATTER WAS VERY SIMPLE. HE SAID THAT THE US HAD 
TABLED CERTAIN DEFINITIONS ON 7 MAY AND THAT THE SOVIET SIDE HAD 
TABLED CERTAIN DEFINITIONS SINCE THAT TIME. IF WE NOW HAD ANY- 
THING NEW TO SAY, HE FELT IT WOULD BE PROFITABLE TO TALK. ON THE 
OTHER HAND, IF WE BOTH SIMPLY REITERATED OUR PRESENT POSITIONS, HE 
FELT WE WOULD BE WASTING TIME. ROWNY SAID THAT HE DID HAVE SOME- 
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THING NEW TO ADD; THAT IN PARTICULAR, WHILE RESERVING ON THE FUNDA- 
MENTAL DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DEFINING A PARTICULAR MIRV LAUNCHER AND 
A MIRV SYSTEM, HE BELIEVED WE COULD PROFITABLY DISCUSS THE MIRV 
DEFINITION. TURSOV SAID THAT MINISTER SEMENOV WOULD TAKE THE 
MATTER UP WITH AMBASSADOR JOHNSON AND THAT HE WOULD AWAIT 
SEMENOV'S INSTRUCTIONS. 

5. INFORMATION EXCHANGE: SHCHUKIN (TO MAY/HENKIN, A-907) BEGAN 
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THE CONVERSATION BE RESTATING HIS VIEWS ON THE INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE PROPOSED IN THE US DRAFT AND DISCUSSED BY AMBASSADOR 
JOHNSON AT THE LAST PLENARY. HE POINTED OUT THAT VOLUNTARY 
EXCHANGES OF INFORMATION WERER PREVIDED FOR UNDER THE ASUPICES 
OF THE see IN BOTH THE ABM TREATY AND THE INTERIM AGREEMENT. 

THESE CLAUSES HAD WORKED WELL, IN HIS OPINION. THE ABM TREATY 
DEALT WITH AS COMPLEX MATTERS AS THE AGREEMENT WE WERE WORKING 
ON. THEREFORE, HE BELIEVED THAT VOLUNTARY EXCHANGES OF INFORMA- 
TION, SUCH AS COULD BE PROVIDED IN THE PROVISIONS OF AN SCC 
ARTICLE, WOULD BE SUFFICIENT FOR THE PROPOSES OF THE NEW AGREEMENT. 

6. MAY SAID THAT, WHILE THE ABM TREATY MAY WELL HAVE DEALT WITH 
MATTERS WHICH WERE AS COMPLEX TECHNICALLY AS THOSE DEALT WITH 
IN THE NEW AGREEMENT, THE NEW AGREEMENT POSSESSED ONE FEATURE 
IN PARTICULAR WHICH, IN THE OPINION OF THE US, MADE AN EXCHANGE 
OF INFORMATION SUCH AS WAS OUTLINES BY AMBASSADOR JOHNSON 
NECESSARY. THIS FEATURE WAS THAT BOTH PARTIES WERE COMMITTING 
THEMSELVES TO OBSERVE AGGREGATE LIMITATIONS ON VARIED TYPES OF 
ARMS, FOR EXAMPLE, HEAVY BOMBERS AND LAND-MOBILE ICBMS. AS A 
RESULT, IT WOULD IN MANY CASES NOT BE POSSIBLE FOR EITHER PARTY 
TO POINT TO SPECIFIC DEPLOYMENTS AT SOME PARTICULAR LOCALE AS 
EVIDENCE OF AMBIGUITY OR VIOLATION OF THESE LIMITATIONS. 

RATHER, IT WOULD BE NECESSARY FOR THE PARTY BRINGING AN ISSUE 
TO THE SCC TO GIVE AN ACCOUNT OR LISTING OF THE MAKEUP OF THE 
AGGREGATE BEING QUESTONED. THIS TYPE OF COMMUNICATION, IN THE 
US VIEW, WOULD BE SUFFICIENTLY IMPORTANT AND COMPLICATED TO 
WARRENT BEING PROVIDED FOR IN THE NEW AGREEMENT. SHCHUKIN 
REPLIED THAT HE CONTINUED TO DISAGREE THAT COMPULSORY INFORMATION 
EXCHANGE WAS REQUIRED. HE NOTED THAT IN THE INTERIM AGREEMENT, 
REPLACEMENT OF OLDER LAUNCHERS BY SUBMARINES, TOGETHER WITH 
DESTRUCTION AND DISMANTLING OF THE OLDER LAUNCHERS WERE PROVIDED 
FOR. THE SCC HAD SUBSEQUENTLY DEALT WITH THE NEED TO EXCHANGE 
INFORMATION IN THE PROCEDURES WITHOUT A PROVISION REQUIRING SUCH 
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7. MAY NOTED THAT AN ADDITIONAL DIEFERENCE BETWEEN THE INTERIM 
AGREEMENT AND THE NEW AGREEMENT WAS THAT CONSIDERATION HAD TO BE 
GIVEN TO THE STATUSES OE THE VARIOUS TYPES OE ARMS IN ORDER TO 
DETERMINE IE THEY WERE TO COUNT TOWARDS AN AGGRAGATE LIMITATION. 
SHCHUKIN RESPONDED THAT AMBASSADOR JOHNSON HAD SAID IN HIS 
SPEECH THAT INEORMATION EXCHANGE WAS NOT A SUBSTITUTE EOR 
NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS. THUS NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS MUST BE 
ADEQUATE EOR VERIFYING THE AGGREGATE LIMITATION. HE RETURNED TO 
THIS POINT IN A LATER PART OP THE DISCUSSION AND REEMPHASIZED 

THAT HE PELT HIS SIDE "PROBABLY COULD NOT" AGREE TO COMPULSORY 
INEORMATION EXCHANGE AND PURTHERMORE, "PROBABLY COULD NOT" AGREE 
TO DISCLOSING WHAT IT PLANNED TO DO IN THE NEXT SIX MONTHS EITHER. 

8. VERIPICATION. MAY (TO SHCHUKIN, A-907) THEN TURNED TO 
PARA 3 OP ARTICLE XVII AND NOTED THAT THE NEW AGREEMENT 
REQUIRES THAT ONE DISTINGUISH BETWEEN ARMS INCLUDED WITHIN AN 
AGGREGATE AND THOSE NOT INCLUDED. EOR EXAMPLE. ASBMS OF A 
CERTAIN RANGE HAD TO BE DISTINGUISHED PROM THOSE WITH A 
SMALLER RANGE AND BALLISTIC MISSILES WITH MIRVS HAD TO BE 
DISTINGUISHED PROM THOSE WITHOUT MIRVS. PURTHER, ONE HAD TO 
DISTINGUISH BETWEEN ARMS THAT WERE DISMANTLED AND DESTROYED, 
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AND THEREFORE, NO LONGER INCLUDED WITHIN AN AGGREGATE, AND THOSE 

OPERATIONAL. SOME DISTINCTION HAD TO BE MADE EARLY IN THE LIFE 
CYCLE OF THE WEAPONS, SOME AT THE END. WOULD SHCHUKIN AGREE 
THAT IN GENERAL THE OBLIGATION NOT TO IMPEDE VERIPICATION WOULD 
INCLUDE ALL ACTIVITIES WHERE NATIONAL MEANS ALLOWED ONE TO MAKE 
THESE DISTINCTIONS? 
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9. SHCHUKIN AGREED AND THEN NOTED THAT, EOR EXAMPLE, IE THE 
PROHIBITION AGAINST EXCESS MISSILES IN THE AREA OF SILOS DISCUSSED 
BY AMB. JOHNSON TODAY WERE AGREED TO, NEITHER SIDE COULD 
PREVENT THE OTHER EROM VERIEYING THAT SUCH MISSILES WERE NOT IN 
SUCH AREAS. SHCHUKIN THEN GAVE HIS USUAL EORMULA THAT THE 
OBLIGATION NOT TO IMPEDE VERIFICATION WOULD EXTEND TO ALL THE 
RELEVANT PROVISIONS OP THE NEW AGREEMENT. MAY RESPONDED THAT 
HE WANTED A MORE PRECISE UNDERSTANDING. GIVEN THE NEED EOR 
DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN LIMITED ARMS AND UNLIMITED ARMS IN THE 
NEW AGREEMENT, WOULD THE OBLIGATION NOT TO IMPEDE BE EXTENDED 
TO ALL ACTIVITIES OBSERVABLE BY NATIONAL MEANS? WOULD IT, 

EOR EXAMPLE, COVER A PRACTICE OR MEASURE, EOR EXAMPLE IN THE 
COURSE OP A TEST, THAT WOULD IMPEDE VERIPICATION. SHCHUKIN 
AGREED. 

10. MAY BROUGHT UP THE OTHER DIPFERENCES BETWEEN THE TWO 
SIDES ON PARA XVII.3, NAMELY, THE TIMING INCLUDED IN THE 
SECOND SENTENCE AND THE QUESTION OP NONDELIBERATE PRACTICES. 

ON BOTH POINTS, SHCHUKIN ESSENTIALLY REITERATED THE POSITION 
OP THE SOVIET SIDE AS HE HAD EXPRESSED IT IN VERIPICATION WORKING 
GROUP MEETINGS IN THE LAST SESSION. MAY DID NOT INTRODUCE 

INTO THE DISCUSSION ANY SIGN THAT THE US MIGHT CHANGE ITS 
POSITION ON THE QUESTION OP TIMING IN THE SECOND SESTENCE, 

BUT DID ASK SHCHUKIN WHETHER HE PELT THE TWO SIDES OUGHT TO 
REFRAIN, INSOFAR AS PRACTICALLY AND ECONOMICALLY POSSIBLE, 

PROM PRACTICES WHICH UNTENDEDLY IMPEDE VERIPICATION, AFTER 
SUCH PRACTICES WERE CALLED TO THEIR ATTENTION. SHCHUKIN 
INDICATED THAT THE MATTER COULD BE DISCUSSED IN THE SCC, BUT 
THAT THE BAN ON PRACTICES WHICH DID NOT DELIBERATELY IMPEDE 
COULD EASILY BE CARRIED TOO PAR AND MIGHT INTERFERE WITH 
WORK. 

1 1 . SHCHUKIN WENT ON TO SAY THAT HE PERSONALLY BELIEVED THAT 
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THE PRESENT INTERIM AGREEMENT AND ABM TREATY LANGUAGE WAS BEST, 
BUT THAT PERHAPS SOME ADDITIONAL LANGUAGE IN ARTICLE XVII 
COULD BE WORKED OUT, EOR INSTANCE, IN THE KLOSSON-KARPOV 
GROUP. HE REPEATED THIS SUGGESTION SEVERAL TIMES. HE DID NOT 
THINK THE VERIPICATION WORKING GROUP SHOULD RECONSIDER 
XVIL3, BUT RATHER THAT IP THERE WERE DIFPERENCES IN SUBSTANCE 
THESE COULD BE TAKEN UP BY THE DELEGATIONS OP CHIEFS OF 
DELEGATIONS, ALONE OR POSSIBLY ACCOMPANIED BY SHCHUKIN AND 
MAY. 

12. MAY NOTED THAT DISCUSSION OP THE ANONYMOUS IDEA HAD NOT 
RESUMED BETWEEN HIM AND SHCHUKIN SINCE THE BREAK. SHCHUKIN 
RESPONDED BY SAYING THAT HE HAD NOTHING PURTHER TO SAY ABOUT 
THE SUBJECT AND THAT HE BELIEVED IT MIGHT BE TAKEN UP AT 
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HIGHER LEVELS THAN THE CHIEFS OF DELEGATION. 

13. RAPID RELOAD. TURNING TO TODAY'S SPEECH, SHCHUKIN 
(TO MAY, A-907) SAID HE THOUGHT THAT THE RAPID RELOAD DIS- 
CUSSED BY AMB. JOHNSON WAS A SOMEWHAT FAR FETCHED 
POSSIBILITY, INSOFAR AS HE BELEIVED THAT, ONCE THE MISSILES 
STARTED FLYING, THERE WOULD PROBABLY BE NOTHING LEFT TO RELOAD. 
HE WENT ON TO A FAIRLY LENGTHY ATTACK ON SECRETARY SCHLESINGER'S 
VIEWS REGARDING THE POSSIBILITY OF LIMITED NUCLEAR WAR. MAY 
NOTED THAT ONE OF THE FACTORS IN SECRETARY SCHLESINGER'S 
CONCERN ABOUT SUCH EVENTUALITIES WAS THAT THE SECRETARY FELT 
NO ONE COULD PREDICT WITH CONFIDENCE WHAT COURSE A CRISIS 
INVOLVING NUCLEAR WEAPONS MIGHT TAKE. 

JOHNSON 
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